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Non-Textual Marks from the Asasif (Westem-Thebes)
Remarks on Function and Practical Use Based on Extemal Textual 
Evidence'
Julia Budka, Berlin
An important part of the Theban necropolis, probably the greatest burial ground of 
Ancient Egypt, is now known by the name ‘Asasif ,2 Austrian excavations directed by 
Manfred Bietak were undertaken in the eastem part of this area in front of the valley of 
Deir el-Bahari from 1969 to 1977 (fig. 1). These works uncovered many small tombs 1
Fig. 1: Plan of the Austrian concession in the Asasif (based on Bietak 1972 and Eigner 1984, 
courtesy Austrian Archaeological Institute Cairo).
1 For the opportunity to work on the material from the Asasif, I am especially grateful to Manfred 
Bietak and the Austrian Archaeological Institute Cairo. The renewed activities at the site in 2007- 
2008 would not have been possible without the support of Frank Kammerzell and Flumboldt Uni- 
versity Berlin and the generous funding by the Gerda Flenkel Stiftung (Germany). Last but not 
least, I wish to thank Richard Parkinson for valuable suggestions and for improving the English of 
this paper.
Originalveröffentlichung in: Petra Andrássy, Julia Budka und Frank Kammerzell (Hg.), Non-textual marking systems, writing 
and pseudo script from prehistory to present times (Lingua Aegyptia – Studia monographica 8), Göttingen 2009, S. 179–203
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with mud brick superstructures of the 25th and 26th Dynasties as well as numerous 
shaft and saff tombs, mostly dating from the Middle Kingdom and reused in the Late 
Period.2 3 The major discovery by the Austrian Mission was the monumental tomb of 
Ankh-Hor (Theban Tomb TT 414), High Steward of the Divine adoratrice Nitocris 
(26th Dynasty).4
The royal temples of Deir el-Bahari (Mentuhotep Nebheptre, Hatshepsut and 
Thutmose III) rise above the plain of the Asasif valley. Bietak and others have shown 
extensively that there was a strong connection between the Asasif and Deir el-Bahari 
throughout much of Egyptian history.5 Most importantly, the royal causeways run 
through the Asasif. They functioned as processional approaches to the temples, espe- 
cially on the occasion of the Beautiful Feast of the Valley.6 The orientation of the Late 
period tombs is influenced by these causeways.7 It is probably because of the position 
in relation to Deir el-Bahari, that the Asasif held an important position as sacred land- 
scape for a very long time span until the Roman Period.8
In the following, non-textual marks on stone architecture that were documented in 
the course of the Austrian excavations will be discussed.9 The majority comes from 
the Thutmoside causeway. Several marks find close parallels within the temples of 
Hatshepsut and Thutmose III at Deir el-Bahari, yet again underlining the closeness 
between the Asasif and Deir el-Bahari.
1. Royal causeways and temples of the Middle and New Kingdom
Although the general area of the Asasif is most famous for its monumental ‘temple 
tombs’ of the Late Period like TT 414,10 the history of this part of the Theban necropo- 
lis is much older. It goes back to the time of Mentuhotep Nebhepetre (11th Dynasty).11 
Mentuhotep was the first who cut a monumental causeway through the plain of the 
Asasif valley. It is of enormous size with a minimal length of 960 m and a width of 46 
m12 and belongs to the terrace temple of the king situated at the base of the cliffs of Deir 
el-Bahari.13 More substantial remains of this broad avenue than the scarce remains that
2 Karapp-Seyfried (1999: 802); Polz (2001: 140-142); for the obscure etymology of the toponym cf. 
Eigner (1984: 28); Elias (1993: 188, note 1).
3 Cf. Bietak (1972); Budka (2006).
4 Bietak & Reiser-Haslauer (1978); Bietak & Reiser-Haslauer (1982).
5 Bietak & Reiser-Haslauer(1978: 19-29); Eigner(1984: 21); Lajtar (2006).
6 For this important festival of the Theban necropolis see Schott (1953); Bleeker (1967: 137-139); 
Graefe (1986: 187-189); Naguib (1991: 21-32); for the function of the temples cf. Karkowski 
(1992); Dolinska (1994); Ullmann (2002: 36-46, 48-52 and 88-95); Amold (2003).
7 Bietak & Reiser-Haslauer (1978: 19-29). The only causeway kept in use as processional route 
during the Late Period was the one by Hatshepsut; the causeways by Mentuhotep and Thutmose III 
were dismantled and built over by tombs after the New Kingdom.
8 Cf. Strudwick (2003: 172-174); Budka (2006: 110-111).
9 Cf. Budka (2008c).
10 Cf. the concise study by Eigner (1984).
11 See Winlock (1942: 4-6); Bietak (1972: 13).
12 Cf. Lansing (1935: 9, fig. 5); Winlock (1942: 4-6). For a summary of the work conducted on the 
causeway and the problems to locate its valley temple see Amold (1979: 5-7) and Cabrol (2001: 
46-48 and 150-153); for some additional remarks Graefe (1980).
13 Naville (1907-1913); Arnold (1974a, 1974b, 1979 and 1981).
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were found in the Austrian concession were unearthed during German excavations in 
the 1960s. The results enabled Dieter Amold to establish the construction phases of the 
monument. It was built in several distinct segments in three main building phases.14 
These building phases do not correspond exactly to the ones of the temple itself which 
are four in number. In some sections of the Asasif, the causeway’s mud brick paving 
has survived.15 Within the mud brick parts of the building situated at Deir el-Bahari - 
both its pavement and a screen wall - Winlock recorded a minimum of eight brick 
marks.16 Such features, which are very similar to team marks, were not observed dur- 
ing the excavations in the 1960s. The Austrian excavations yielded no bench-marks, 
control notes or masons’ marks that can be attributed to the Middle Kingdom.17
A major remodelling of the landscape of the Asasif happened during the reign of 
Thutmose III. Probably late in his reign, the king erected a terrace temple between the 
ones of his predecessors Mentuhotep and Hatshepsut at Deir el-Bahari and provided it 
with a monumental causeway.18 This approach is 32.5 m wide and runs along the 
northem side of the causeway of Mentuhotep and therefore right through the Austrian 
concession (fig. 1). Space for this causeway was created between the two older ones19 20
by removing parts of the so-called Hill 104 and parts of older tombs.'"
The latest of the New Kingdom monuments in the Austrian concession of the 
Asasif is the foundation of a huge temple project by Ramesses IV which remained 
unfinished21 and can be dated thanks to several foundation deposits.22 23It is located at 
the entrance of the Asasif and would have been the largest of the buildings of 
Ramesses IV in Westem Thebes,25 even bigger than the well-known temple of his 
predecessor Ramesses III in Medinet Habu that was copied in some respects. The 
Asasif-temple occupies the eastern part of the causeway of Mentuhotep Nebhepetre 
and to some extent the southern part of the causeway of Thutmose III.24 Blocks of 
these two older buildings were used along with other spoliae for the foundation of the 
Ramesside monument."5 The foundation’s filling blocks are basically the only parts of 
the temple that are left because from the Late New Kingdom onwards it suffered from 
intense stone robbery.26
14 Amold & Settgast (1971: 32-35); Amold (1974a: 62-67).
15 Bietak(1972: 13).
16 See Amold (1979: 7).
17 For some bench-marks in the area of the temple itself see Amold (1979: 27-28) and Amold, F. 
(1990: 33 and 51-59).
18 See Lansing (1935); Bietak (1972: 16); Lipiriska (1977: 59); Gilbert (1977); Ullmann (2002: 88- 
95); Lipiriska (2005: 285-288). The dating of the temple is still unclear, see Ullmann (2002: 92-93) 
with references.
19 For concise remarks on the Hatshepsut causeway see Cabrol (2001:41 -43).
20 Cf. Budka (2006, vol. I: 44-45).
21 Cf. Ullmann (2002: 524-546); Budka (2008c).
22 Weinstein (1973: 277-280); Bietak (1972: 19-20).
23 For the discussion of the number of temples possibly built by the king see Ullmann (2002: 529- 
530).
24 See the reconstruction by Lansing (1935: 9, fig. 7).
25 Cf. Bietak (1972: 24-25).
26 Cf. Amold(1999:28).
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The examination of the temple 
foundation and especially of 
the causeway of Thutmose III 
yielded various marks which 
are the subject of this paper. In 
2007, a joint mission of the 
Austrian Archaeological Insti- 
tute and Humboldt University 
Berlin resumed work in the 
Austrian concession in the 
Asasif.27 Although the re-exa- 
mination of the temple foun- 
dations had to be postponed to 
future campaigns, some 18th 
Dynasty blocks were studied, 
photographed and the marks 
were traced (cf. figs. 4-5). The 
work on the Thutmoside cause- 
way corresponds well with 
latest efforts in the temple of 
Hatshesput at Deir el-Bahari - 
the recent work of the Polish 
mission among others is focus- 
ing on ‘building dipin-ti.’28 
The new material from Deir el- 
Bahari is of striking similarity 
to the material from the Asasif.
Consequently, this paper will deal primarily with marks and ostraca from the Thut- 
moside causeway and raise questions of possible implications for links to the temples 
in Deir el-Bahari and their construction process. Since the study of the material from 
the Asasif is as yet not completed, it will offer - other than concise answers - some 
insights in the practical use of non-textual marking systems on royal building sites in 
New Kingdom Egypt.
2. The material from the Thutmoside causeway
In the 1970s, Bietak was able to study the Thutmoside causeway in the Austrian con- 
cession (fig. 2) in close detail and to examine the section of its northem wall. This
27 Budka (2008a); Budka (2008b).
28 For inforraation about this ongoing work I wish to thank Zbigniew Szafranski (Project Director 
and Director of the Polish Centre for Mediterranean Archaeology in Cairo) and especially Dawid 
F. Wieczorek, PhD candidate of Warsaw University, who wrote a MA-thesis dealing with ‘build- 
ing dipinti’ from the temples in Deir el-Bahari. The latter was the first who drew my attention to 
the similarities between the marks from the Thutmoside causeway and the ostraca published by 
Flayes and others. I am much indebted for his kindness to share information and 1 profited a lot 
from his enthusiasm on the subject.
Fig. 2: View of a section of the northern boundary wall of the 
Thutmose III causeway, Austrian concession (photo:
J. Budka).
Fig. 3: The best preserved section of the northem boundary 
wall of the Thutmose III causeway, former American 
concession (photo: J. Budka).
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Fig. 4: Examples for unhewn filling blocks 
from the Thutmoside causeway with 
marks (drawing by Arvi Korhonen, 
courtesy Austrian Archaeological 
Institute Cairo).
boundary wall is in some parts preserved 
up to its original height (fig. 3), measuring 
a maximum of 3.46 m and comprising of 
eleven layers of stones.29 The bottom 
width is 2.16 m and the top width is 1.05 
m. Both rough irregular filling blocks and 
casing blocks with dressed faces of the 
wall bear painted marks, mostly in red
Fig. 5: Examples for unhewn filling blocks 
from the Thutmoside causeway with 
marks (drawing by Arvi Korhonen, 
courtesy Austrian Archaeological 
Institute Cairo).
(figs. 4-5).30 These marks that were carefully documented in the section of the wall
(fig. 6) are related to building processes of the monument and will be discussed in the 
following.
In total, the material from the causeway is quite homogenous and includes pri- 
marily single team marks and semi-hieratic/cursive hieroglyphic notes and short hier- 
atic texts.29 30 31 A differentiation or classification as “textual” and “non-textual” is not
29 The boundary wall is best preserved in the former American concession since Ramesses IV cov- 
ered part of it with a building ramp which in tum protected the Thutmoside wall over the centuries; 
see Lansing (1935: 15).
30 See Budka (2009). That irregular filling blocks were marked as well might be a special feature of 
the Egyptian architecture, since in most cases in the Ancient world marks are restricted to worked 
stone, cf. the contribution by Martin Bachmann (in this volume).
31 For preliminary results on the very similar material from the temple of Hatshepsut see Wieczorek 
(in press); Wieczorek (Forthcoming) (cf. note 28).
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always apparent - as in other cases of 
dipinti or graffiti there are permeable 
borders between the two, perhaps 
connected with the authorship of these 
marks.32
Contrary to the northem boundary wall 
of the causeway of Thutmose III that is 
partly well preserved, the section of the 
southem wall within the Austrian 
concession was pulled down and disman- 
tled already during the Late New Kingdom 
to prepare the building site for the Rames- 
side temple. 18th Dynasty blocks became 
mixed with Middle Kingdom ones. Later, these stones were scattered around the sur- 
face together with Ramesside blocks. This disorder was due primarily to stone robbers 
of the time right after Ramesses IV (late 20th and 21st Dynasties) as well as tomb 
builders of the Late Period who used both the Thutmoside causeway and the 20th Dy- 
nasty temple as quarries and sources for building materials. Nevertheless, the field 
season in 2007 confirmed that most of the blocks with non-textual marks found scat-
tered like this on the surface, or 
mixed with stone blocks of 
various time periods, were indeed 
Thutmoside in date.33 Most of the 
blocks from the 18th Dynasty are 
of a distinctive limestone34 and 
the appearance of the marks is 
quite characteristic; most often 
red ink was used. Only very few 
blocks and marks can be dated to 
the Ramesside Period and these 
are more or less script like (cur- 
sive hieroglyphs or hieratic writ- 
ing), painted in black.
The majority of the documented marks come from the north wall of the Thut- 
moside approach; the southem wall blocks are fewer in number. Given the uneven 
state of preservation of the two boundary walls, it is difficult to draw a comparison 
between the two. Nevertheless, the repertoire of marks seems to differ in various re- 
spects (fig. 7): the most common marks like mr and hwt appear on both sides; 
more specific marks are attested either in the North or in the South (cf. below). This 
might not be accidental nor solely due to the preservation but may be related to the 
organisation of working groups participating in the building process. It might be noted 
that mr appears frequently also on blocks in the temple of the king at Deir el-
32 Cf. the case of graffiti, see Fronczak & Rzepka (in this volume).
33 Like I have already assumed earlier; see Budka (2009).
34 For this differentiation see already Lansing (1935: 12).
Fig. 7: A first assessment: marks from the Thutmoside 
causeway, the northem vs. southem wall.
Fig. 6: Detail of unhewn filling blocks from the 
Thutmoside causeway with marks, in 
situ (photo: Austrian Archaeological 
Institute Cairo).
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Bahari35 - sometimes together with other marks - thus, an use exclusively to denote 
an institution is uncertain. On the other hand, appears on other contemporaneous 
buildings of Thutmose III, for example on a small chapel at Abydos. This is a cult 
chapel outside the temple of Osiris, connected with the cult of Osiris and the proces- 
sion to Umm el-Qaab.36 In this case, the sign has been considered as a team mark.37
Similar to the examples set by Mentuhotep and Hatshepsut, the royal causeway of 
Thutmose III in the Asasif comprised an alley of trees of which some pits were found 
in the Austrian concession.38 39According to Bietak, remains of roots attest that the trees
39died soon after the reign of the king, showing that the alley was not kept in use. 
Some of the tree pits were even left unfinished. This strongly suggests that they were 
constructed in the final phase of the reign, most probably in the last year of Thutmose 
III. Furthermore, the tree alley seems to be restricted to the eastem quarter of the 
causeway. In this section, the builders used some of the numerous shaft tombs origi- 
nating from the Middle 
Kingdom as tree pits 
(fig. 8), probably for 
reasons of saving time 
and labour.40 One can 
thus conclude that the 
processional approach to 
the temple of Thutmose 
III was only partly fin- 
ished.41 Similar to the 
case of Hatshepsut,42 
there might have been a 
small barque shrine in 
the area where the tree alley began, somewhere in the Austrian concession, although 
Bietak and his team were not able to locate it; it might be lost due to stone robbers.
The total of 143 marks (86 types) safely attributed to the Thutmoside causeway, 
ranging between 6 x 6 cm up to 10 x 20 cm,43 can be characterized with four group- 
ings according to the form of the mark and its relation to hieroglyphs and/or hieratic 
writing;
Fig. 8: North-South-section of Middle Kingdom shaft tombs in area 
1/29 and 30, Austrian concession. Shaft 1,1/30 was reused as 
tree pit by Thutmose III (illustration Julia Budka, courtesy 
Austrian Archaeological Institute).
35 Lipinska (1977: fig. 11).
36 Pouls-Wegner (2002: fig. 58).
37 Pouls-Wegner (2002: 301-303).
38 For the layout of the causeway of Hatshepsut see Cabrol (2001: 44-45, 446-449) and Amold, F. 
(2004: 21-23 with fig. 8). For the reconstructed situation under Thutmose III see Lansing (1935: 9, 
fig. 6).
39 Bietak(1972: 17).
40 Budka (2006: 44-45).
41 This is supported by the fact that a group of ostraca was found in the sections of the walls of the 
approach further to the west, close to Deir el-Bahari. These documents date between the years 43-
49 of Thutmose III. Thus, Hayes (1960: 52) concluded that the last working steps on the causeway 
were probably undertaken during the reign of Amenhotep II.
42 Cabrol (2001: 447); Amold, F. (2004: fig. 8).
43 The marks on the masonry of the Thutmose III-temple at Deir el-Bahari are larger in scale, up to
50 cm and more; see Lipinska (1977: 22).
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- Group A: single cursive hieroglyphic signs (“team marks”): 24 types of marks on 
67 + x blocks44
- Group B: short texts with components of hieroglyphic cursive or groups of linear 
hieroglyphs (“semi-hieratic”): 12 marks on 21 blocks
- Group C: hieratic marks and short control notes: 36 + 2 possible marks on 40 + 2 
possible blocks45
- Group D: non-hieroglyphic signs/invented geometric figures (“stone masons’ 
marks”): 12 symbols on 13 blocks
Out of this group of Thutmoside marks, twelve marks are attested twice or more of- 
ten. Like some of the so-called funny signs,46 team marks often resemble hieroglyphic 
signs and roughly a quarter of the Asasif material falls into this category (Group A). 
The most common signs within this corpus, partly in combination with others, are 
mr (17 times), dd (8 times, fig. 4),47 hwt (7 times, fig. 6), mr with a dot/circle48
(4 times, fig. 4), (fj ms (5 times); nfr (3 times)49 and nb (3 times). Two slightly 
differing marks (fig. 5) resemble the hieroglyph Gardiner W 85.50 The classifier for 
njw.t, +, is attested several times. It appears in combination with the pr sign (e.g. 
Steinreg. 445 ) and with a fragmentarily preserved symbol, most likely repre-
senting (block without number from excavation square N/27, see drawing in fig. 7, 
section Northem wall, middle right). The latter is attested as team mark since the 
Middle Kingdom51 and finds very close and almost contemporaneous parallels in the 
valley temple of Hatshepsut, written in charcoal on stones of the northem boundary 
wall of the building.52 Carter interpreted as snt meaning ground plan,53 but a literal 
significance of the mark is not essential. The common marks and appear on both 
casing and filling blocks, whereas and j) seem to be restricted to unhewn filling 
blocks (the latter come from the southem wall only, cf. fig. 7). Since ostraca found at 
Deir el-Bahari confirm that a division was made between different types of stones,
44 Lipinska (1977: 22) called these marks “cursive hieroglyphs inclining to the hieratic script”; 
Winlock referred to them as “semi-hieratic” (ibid).
45 A number of these were also documented on the masonry of the Thutmose Ill-temple at Deir el- 
Bahari; see Lipinska (1977: 22).
46 These marks, first dubbed "funny signs” by Richard Parkinson (1999: 93) based on research results 
by Andrea McDowell (1993), are referred to in several contributions in this volume, e.g. by Ha- 
ring, Fronczak & Rzepka and Killen & Weiss.
47 For the common use of this hieroglyph as team mark see Amold, F. (1990: 28 with note 124).
48 Cf. marks from Amama: Pendlebury (1951: 93, fig. 17); Roeder (1969: pl. 219, no. 43). It remains 
doubtful if this group should be read as Mrj-Rr, see below.
49 This mark is attested on rough filling blocks as well as on blocks with relief (e.g. Steinreg. 257). It 
is difficult to decide whether it was actually a team mark or if it referred to the “0 level” - both 
forms of usage are attested in the Old Kingdom, cf. Vemer (2006: 188) and it appears on the 
Thutmoside temple at Deir el-Bahari as well, see Lipinska (1977: 22). For its common use as team 
mark from the Old Kingdom to the New Kingdom see also Amold, F. (1990: 27 with note 118).
50 This mark appears incised as masons’ mark at the site of the temple of Eje and Haremhab (per- 
sonal observation at the site, April 2007). For painted parallels at Lisht and the temple of Mentuho- 
tep at Deir el-Bahari see Amold, F. (1990: 28).
51 Amold, F. (1990:28).
52 Camarvon & Carter (1912: 40-41, fig. 11, especially no. 2). Similar marks without the /t/w.t-sign 
are also attested from Amama, see Pendlebury (1951: 93, fig. 17); Roeder (1969: pl. 219, no. 76).
53 Cf. Wb 4, 178.16-179.8 ,fundament; Grundriss; Bauplan"; the abbreviated form of the mark 
would correspond even better with snt.t, Wb 4, 179.9-14 „Grundmauerwerk, Grundriss”.
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Marks as possible abbreviations for estates/towns which 
contributed to the building of the temple
ln
0
(pr) hm.t-nswt —>
<— jwnyt Esna; as attested on 
ostraca from Deir el-Bahari 
(Hat.)
Mwtl temple? institution? —> 
<— pr as Pr-hwt-hr, Gebelein ? (or 
abbreviation for pr (Nfrw-Rr)?) 
mn - e.g. Mn-iti (between Gebelein 
and Armant), or „really 
delivered' and the like —»
Nbyt Ombos 
mr - hwt-n-mrw? (Komir)
Nh - Hierakonpolis?
Fig. 9: Marks from the Thutmoside causeway as possible abbreviations for estates/towns.
whether they were worked casing blocks or rough stones for foundations and fills (see 
below),54 this is likely to be intentional.55
2.1 lnstitutions and towns contributing to the building process
It is well known from earlier times in Ancient Egypt that team marks frequently de- 
note toponyms, either as the home-cities of the workmen/teams or more generally the 
towns involved in the building process.56 This seems to hold true for most of Group A 
of the Thutmoside marks from the Asasif as well.
Several of these marks from the causeway might be considered as possible abbre- 
viations for institutions or towns which contributed to its building (fig. 9). This inter- 
pretation is based on similar settings that are well documented in the Old and Middle 
Kingdom57 and also on comparable texts on ostraca from the New Kingdom.58 A large 
amount of ostraca, for the most part dating from the reign of Thutmose III, were un- 
earthed in the temples at Deir el-Bahari and their surrounding area.59 A selection of 
that corpus was published by Hayes (1960) (fig. 10). That these ostraca and marks are 
related to each other is best illustrated by the fmd spot of a small group of ostraca: 23 
hieratic ostraca were found by the Metropolitan Museum of Art Expedition just adjacent
54 Hayes (1960: 33-34, with note 5).
55 See also Vemer (2006: 200) for the assessment that marks were applied for “the stone to be used in 
different parts of the building.”
56 Amold, F. (1990:22).
57 Cf. Amold, F. (1990); for crew/phyle/division names of the Old Kingdom see Helck (1973); Roth 
(1991: 124-133 and passim); Vemer(2006: 201) and Andrassy (2007).
58 Hayes (1960: 34). See also recently Romer (2008: 624).
59 Hayes (1960: 29).
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to the Austrian concession60 and 
Bietak’s excavation yielded two 
more ostraca from that area, 
the bed of the Thutmoside 
causeway.61 Thus, both ostraca 
and marks are connected with 
the royal approach.
The team marks that also 
have hieratic equivalents in the 
ostraca, or are otherwise of 
special interest, are as follows 
(fig. 9):
- (pr) hm.t-nswt, estate of the 
Queen (Neferure?; see 
below); attested on ostraca 
from Deir el-Bahari62 and 
maybe TT 71 (tomb of Se- 
nenmut), where it probably 
refers to Hatshepsut.
- Jwny.t Esna; as attested on 
ostraca from Deir el-Bahari 
(Hatshepsut), cf. Gardiner 
(1947, vol. II: On. Am. No. 
323).
- Nhy.t Kom Ombos, cf. Gardiner (1947, vol. II: On. Am. No. 316) or Ombos, Nb.t, 
cf. Gardiner (1947, vol. II: On. Am. No. 341).
- Mr, possible abbreviation for Hwt-n-mrw (Komir), given as Pr-mrw by Gardiner 
(1947, vol. II: On. Am. No. 322), but the di-stribution of this mark at Deir el- 
Bahari and the Asasif might correspond to a more complex meaning (see above).
- Nh, possibly Hierakonpolis?
- Pr as Pr-hwt-hr, Gebelein? (or abbreviation for Pr-mrw or pr Nfrw-Rr, see below).
- Mw.t (?), a Theban temple? an institution?
- Mn(w) possibly Mn-iti (between Gebelein and Armant), but very unclear; 
appears together with other marks on one block (cf. Steinreg. 644) and might as 
well be an abbreviation for something else in the context of stone delivery: an ad- 
jective (“durable”63) or a short note like “the remainders are...”64, “valuable kind 
of stone”65, “really delivered/landed”66 or the like.
60 Lansing (1935: 3-16); Hayes (1960: 29).
61 Bietak (1972: pl. IXb = Cairo Museum JE 94472) and another unpublished piece (Magazine 
Thebes, Westbank).
62 Hayes (1960: 31, MMA Negative no. CN 33, as “House of the King’s wife, the justified”; 34, 
MMA Field no. 23001.39, as “House of the King’s wife”).
63 Wb 2, 60-61.
64 Wb 2, 63.11.
65 Wb 2, 68 and Wb 2, 72.4-6.
66 Cf. Wb2, 74.4.
Fig. 10: Ostraca from Deir el-Bahari (Hayes 1960: pl. 10).
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On some ostraca found in the Asasif and 
at Deir el-Bahari, towns are listed as 
having participated in building the temple 
for Hatshepsut.67 68For example, on 
Ostracon MMA Field no. 23001.396S the 
following toponyms are attested (fig. 10):
- Esna (Jwny.t, Latopolis69), El-Kab 
(Nhb70), Ageni (= Asfun el-
Mataaina71) and Hefat (Moalla72).
Of special interest within Group B, groups 
of linear hieroglyphs, is an assemblage 
that is found at least five times and can be 
read as pr Nfrw-Rr with Neferura written 
in a cartouche.73 The mark is probably the 
name of a royal estate,74 belonging to Ne- 
ferura, the daughter of Hatshepsut.75 76In 
addition to this mark, a pr-sign with a stroke ( ), which was recorded twice, may
indicate an estate in general or serve as an abbreviation for pr Nfrw-Rr.lb Bietak sug- 
gested a nearby, separate building of the princess as origin of the blocks,77 78but a con- 
tribution of the estate pr Nfrw-Rr to build the Thutmoside causeway cannot be ruled 
out despite the fact that the princess died probably soon after the eleventh regnal year 
of her mother.7s
Fig. 11: Stone block with hieratic note from the 
Thutmoside causeway (no. 407 of the 
Austrian concession, photo: Austrian 
Archaeological Institute Cairo).
67 Hayes (1960: 35) with reference to Gardiner (1947).
68 Hayes (1960: 34-35, no. 6).
69 Cf. Gardiner (1947, vol. 11: On. Am. No. 323).
70 Cf. Gardiner (1947, vol. II: On. Am. No. 321).
71 Cf. Gardiner (1947, vol. II: On. Am. No. 326 for Asfun and On. Am. No. 324 for Ageni).
72 Cf. Gardiner (1947, vol. II: On. Am. No. 326 - Pr-hfit to the north of Asfim el-Mataaina).
73 Cf. a similar, incomplete example from the tomb of Senenmut, TT 71, see Hayes (1942: 17, no. 
43).
74 Cf. Hayes (1951: 97) with references and Hope (1993: 97). For pr as temple estate cf. Spencer 
(1984: 14-20).
75 Bietak (1972: 16-17). For new material from Deir el-Bahari relating to Neferura and the assumpa- 
tion that she should have become the successor of her mother see Szafranski (2007).
76 An altemative reading would be Pr as abbreviation for Pr-hwt-hr, Gebelein, see above.
77 Bietak (1972: 17); misunderstood by Lipinska (1977: 22, “the excavator [i.e. Bietak] believes, that 
these blocks could have belonged to the wall. This does not seem to be the case, unless they were 
re-used in it from some other stmcture”). Cf. Spalinger (1978: 406: “The problematic building 
block which has on it an inscription mentioning the ‘temple/house of Nefemre’ certainly cannot 
have been part of the Thutmose III temple”).
78 Against the views expressed in note 77, especially Spalinger (1978: 406).
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Thutmoside 
causeway, 
American 
concession 
(after Lansing
1935, fig. 17)
„Textual“ marks as control notes: 
titels of high officials
Fig. 12: Titels of high officials from the Thutmoside causeway and parallels from the valley 
temple of Hatshepsut.
Interesting examples for hieratic notes classified as Group C are nfr rnp.t and nfr 
rnp.wt (fig. 11). These groups find numerous parallels in the temple of Thutmose III 
at Deir el-Bahari (cf. fig. 14 and see below) and a similar group, rnp.t nfr, appears 
frequently at the temple of Hatshepsut.79 Sometimes the marks were even painted on 
all four sides of the blocks. Borchardt (1938: 58-59) related it to the Golden Horus- 
name of Thutmose I (nfr-rnp.wt scnh-jb.w)', Amold (1980: 118-119) identified it as 
gang of stone masons. Although the latter seems convincing, I would like to add that 
the phrase literally means “end of the year.” In connection with the epagomenal days 
(hrj.w rnp.t), the first/additional five days of the year that are frequently referred to in 
building graffiti in the Theban area,80 these marks might correspond to the general 
idea of an Egyptian temple as cosmos and new creation by the king. Rather than being 
accurate references to specific day dates,81 nfr rnp.t/nfr rnp.wt and hrj.w rnp.t might 
have functioned as highly symbolic names for stone masons’ gangs and/or particular 
sections of the building.
2.2 Personal marks on stone blocks: individuals contributing to the building process
A broken block from the Thutmoside causeway has a reference to a Second Priest (of 
Amun) (hm-ntr snw ..., fig. 12). This title is attested in the valley temple of Hatshep- 
sut as well. Unfortunately, the name of the official on the block from the Asasif is 
either lost or, as is perhaps more likely, was never mentioned. A reconstruction as
79 Information courtesy by Dawid F. Wieczorek (personal communication, Nov. 2007 and Nov. 
2008).
80 E.g. in the temple of Hatshepsut; information courtesy by Dawid F. Wieczorek (personal commu- 
nication, Nov. 2007) and in the Ramesside temple of the Asasif, see Budka (2008c) and below.
81 Dates are commonly written in hieratic on stone blocks, often omitting the regnal year and stating 
day and month only, cf. Lipinska (1977: 22-23 with further references). As yet, no such dates were 
documented within the Thutmoside causeway.
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Puiemra, the official who is mentioned with this title in the valley temple of Hatshep- 
sut, is tempting but raises problems of dating.82 On the wall of the Thutmoside cause- 
way excavated by Lansing, a perfectly preserved and accurately painted mark hm ntr 
tpj was found (fig. 12).83 Borchardt noted an identical mark hm ntr tpj at the temple of 
Thutmose III,84 but these blocks are unfortunately lost today - they could not be relo- 
cated by Lipinska (1977). An isolated tpj was mentioned as well.85 86Among the various 
officials that are referred to on the group of ostraca from the Asasif and Deir el-Bahari 
there are also hm.w ntr tpjib and especially overseers of the treasure (mr.w pr wr).
One ostracon, MMA Field no. 23001.39, mentions a steward named Merira as 
having contributed to the building of the king’s temple. Although proof is lacking, it 
seems tempting to associate the mark (fig. 4) with this official.87
The exact kind of contribution by these high officials to the royal building remains 
unclear - like institutions, they might have been responsible for workmen and mate- 
rial (stone). This would correspond to several lists attested on ostraca.88 On the other 
hand, the marks might document inspections by the officials at the building site and 
indicate their responsibility for specific steps of work and their supervision.89
Excursus: Name stones as “ownership marks”
The above mentioned references to specific officials in royal buildings lead to an ex- 
traordinary type of “ostraca” that differs from ostraca in both content and function: so 
called name stones of the 18th Dynasty.90 Several dozen, if not hundreds, of name 
stones were found in the retaining wall of Senenmut’s tomb, Theban Tomb TT 71.91 
A smaller group was recovered from the valley temple of Hatshepsut92 as well as from 
the area of the temple of the 18th Dynasty at Medinet Habu (Hatshepsut and Thutmose 
III).93
Name stones are small, irregular stones that are carved or painted with royal 
names or the names and titles of high officials (fig. 13). All of the attested examples 
so far can be dated to the reigns of Hatshepsut and Thutmose III. Their aim was 
probably, as Hayes concluded from the material from TT 71, to denote the owner or 
the main contributor of the building, not visibly “but magically to bind them to him,
82 Although Puiemra survived Hatshepsut’s reign and was buried during the reign of Thutmose 111 in 
Theban Tomb TT 39, it is rather unlikely that he held the office until the late years of the king.
83 Lansing(1935: 16, fig. 17).
84 Borchardt (1938: 58-59).
85 Borchardt (1938: 58-59).
86 See e.g. Hayes (1960: 34, MMA Field no. 23001.39).
87 Parallels from Amama (cf. note 125) would not contradict this; the name Merira was also quite 
common during the Amama period and the mark in question could be an identity symbol as in the 
case of the Asasif.
88 Cf. the lists on oDAI 55 and oDAI 56, Romer (2008).
89 Cf. Lansing’s interpretation: Lansing (1936: 16): “officials’ marks recording the inspection of the 
masons’ dressing.”
90 Cf. Dziobek & Dorman (1990: 8): “They differ from ostraca, therefore, in having been selected for 
an architectural purpose and only subsequently inscribed.”
91 Hayes & Lansing (1937: 4-5); Hayes (1942); Dorman (1991: 26).
92 Camarvon & Carter (1912: 40 and 46, pl. xxxii); Hayes (1942: 46); Hayes (1960: 39).
93 Hayes (1942).
192 Julia Budka
lxxi
\AMi: MONKS NOS LXIII, LXXI, I.XXXVII LXXXVIII
Fig. 13: Examples of name stones of Senenmut (Hayes 1942).
to associate them permanently 
not only with his tomb, but 
also with his person.”94 This 
view was adopted by Dorman95 96
and might well correspond to 
royal buildings such as the 
valley temple of Hatshepsut or 
the Small Temple at Medinet 
Habu. However, in the case of 
TT 71, similar name stones 
were found by the Chief Steward 
Wadjet-renput and Senenmut’s 
brother Amenem-hat." Did 
these people contri-bute to 
Senenmut’s tomb as well?97 98
This is further indicated by 
many short ink labels in hiera- 
tic that give the name of offi- 
cials with a preceding 
“for, in behalf of’. The names 
attested all belong to archi- 
tects: Senenmut, Hapuseneb, 
Djehuty, Tetemre, Puiemra, 
Dewaenheb. Hayes described 
their character as “ex-votos” 
and used them as reference that
„98there has been a contribution “by private individuals to the building of the temple 
In the case of the valley temple of Hatshepsut this is further strengthened by similar 
rocks that bear both crude cartouches of her and hieratic name graffiti of the 
mentioned officials.99
This use of name stones recalls the tradition of stamped bricks, that were in use 
since the reign of Ahmose and flourished during the Thut-moside era.100 Early cases 
come from the buildings by Ahmose at Abydos, recently unearthed by Stephen Har-
94 Hayes (1942: 45).
95 Dorman (1991:26).
96 For a complete list of 89 name stones from the tomb of Senenmut see Hayes (1942: 47-51, 
Pls. xxx-xxxiii).
97 A very interesting ostracon found in the debris under TT 71 could support the idea that several 
officials participated in the building process: Hayes (1942: 26, no. 131, pl. xxiii) interpreted it as 
list conceming a quarry expedition, but it might just as well be a roster of people contributing to 
TT 71.
98 Hayes (1942: 46).
99 Hayes (1942: 46). For cmde cartouches of Hatshepsut on stone blocks of the Chapelle rouge see 
Van Siclen (1989).
100 Spencer (1979: 144-145). For examples see Holscher (1939: 7, fig. 6, Medinet Habu, Hatshepsut 
and Thutmose III); Bruyere (1952: II, p. 32, fig. 98, brick stamp of Senenmut); cf. also Helck 
(1958:475).
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vey.101 Harvey was able to reconstruct distinctive building phases because of different 
stamps in the bricks - thus, the stamps offer dating evidence and illustrate steps of 
work. But similar to the practice of name stones, the impetus to use stamped bricks 
within a building was not purely practical and for administrative purpose only. Like 
Spencer, Harvey and Pouls-Wegner have already suggested, an additional symbolic 
meaning related to the identity of the builder/owner of the structure is very likely.102 
Besides royal stamps, that are the most common ones, private brick stamps are 
known.103 The earliest examples, from a small cult building at South Abydos, give the 
name of the Chief Treasurer Neferperet and the King’s wife Ahmose Nefertari.104 Is it 
pure coincidence that Senenmut and the others attested by “stamped” stones belong to 
the same category of high officials with very tight connections to the female line of 
the royal court?105
Until further evidence comes up, it is entirely speculative to reconstruct a special 
type of privilege reflecting particular relationships, honours and responsibilities. Nev- 
ertheless, the 18th Dynasty-tradition of officials to mark stones - and in some respects 
to stamp bricks - can be narrowed to a specific time period (early 18lh Dynasty to 
Thutmoside)106 and a specific group of people: royal individuals and high officials in 
the rank of treasurers, chief stewards or architects - persons involved in the supervi- 
sion of buildings, either with administrative functions (officially and on paper) or with 
practical command at the building site.107
Especially the name stones by architects associated the practice to label stones or 
to stamp bricks with non-textual marking systems used during the building process 
like mason’s marks. Other than in the case of the latter, it is very obvious that marks 
on stones and bricks have not solely a practical function but bear symbolic implica- 
tions as well. Although not as apparent, a similar two-folded use might apply for some 
of the so-called masons’ marks as well (see above, e.g. nfr rnp.wt).
101 Harvey (1998: 190-206); Harvey (2007); Harvey (2007: 348) proposed a coincidence between the 
practice of impressing “funerary cones” and bricks.
102 Spencer (1979: 146); Harvey (1998: 192); Pouls-Wegner (2002: 276 with note 29).
103 See the collection by Spencer(1979: 144-146, pls. 21-38).
104 Harvey (2007: 348-349).
105 I would like to thank Stephen P. Harvey who pointed out to me that the role of Neferperet is simi- 
lar to that of Senenmut (personal communication, May 2008).
106 Stamps on bricks are also attested after the 18th Dynasty; for some later private stamps from the 
Ramesside Period and the 26th Dynasty see Spencer (1979: pl. 38).
107 Dziobek & Dorman (1990: 8) also noted the restriction of these name stones but could not offer an 
explanation. For the responsibilities of‘Chief of Treasures’ for royal building projects see Vemus 
(1994: 259-260) and Harvey (2007: 350).
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3. Marks from the causeway vs. temple
The temple of Thutmose 
III at Deir el-Bahari was 
probably built during the 
last decades of the king, 
the earliest year date 
being 43 (see above).10X 
By textual evidence it is 
known that the vizier 
Rekhmire was respon- 
sible for this building.
The temple was disco- 
vered and excavated by a Polish mission from 1962-1967 and conservation work con- 
tinues from 1985 to the present (with some additional excavations).108 09 Lipinska pub- 
lished some of the marks in 1977 (fig. 14). The corpus comprised of team marks and 
marks with short hieratic notes that partly superimposed each other. The latter are 
mostly day dates. The groups nfr rnp.wt and nfr rnp.t appear very frequently and 
sometimes even on four sides of the blocks. Lipinska noted no significant difference 
between marks on sand- or limestone.110 In general, the marks from the Thutmoside 
temple are very similar to those found at the temple of Hatshepsut, currently being 
studied by Dawid Wieczorek.
For a concise compa-rison between the corpus of marks from the cause-way and 
the temple of Thutmose III at Deir el-Bahari, the evidence is still far from complete 
since both constructions were heavily destroyed and only parts of the causeway have 
been examined. It is very likely that individual marks relate to specific parts of the 
royal building complex and to different teams and institutions. One of the few marks 
that frequently appear at the temple and the causeway is mr - maybe a sign that was 
more broadly recognized within the complex. However, given the scarce evidence 
available from blocks themselves, it is thus not yet possible to prove these ideas. Ad- 
ditional evidence may well come from Thutmoside ostraca found in the course of 
German excavations of which a large amount is still unpublished and currently stud- 
ied by Malte Romer.111
3.1 Marks as dating evidence?
Based on the material from the temple of Thutmose III at Deir el-Bahari and the 
marks from the causeway known to her in 1977, Lipinska has observed the following: 
“The difference in the marks on the wall blocks and these on the temple blocks can be 
explained in only such a way, that the wall was built later, after the death of Tuthmo- 
sis III. Since Amenhotpe II provided a statue of the Hathor-cow for the Hathor shrine
108 Recently, the year dates attested on the ostraca ranging between year 43-49 were associated with 
later modifications whereas the beginning of building the temple was dated earlier than year 30, 
see Wiercinska (1992: 269) and Ullmann (2002: 93).
109 Cf. Lipinska (2004).
110 Lipinska (1977: 22 and 25).
111 See his recent publication of two ostraca from the Thutmoside causeway: Romer (2008).
Fig. 14: Course ofthe limestone blocks of the platform substructure 
with painted marks in the Thutmosis III temple at Deir el- 
Bahari (Lipinska 1977: fig. 11).
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of his father, it is possible that he also performed some other works in the unfinished 
Tuthmosis complex, and that the eastern part of the causeway was built during his 
reign.”"2 Nevertheless, various evidence suggests that sections of the causeway in the 
plain of the Asasif were already built during the last years of Thutmose III. First of 
all, the dated ostraca from the foundation of the causeway wall all postdate the years 
43 and 44,112 13 in addition, Amold found an ostracon mentioning work on the causeway 
in the late years of the king.114 Secondly, since some of the tree pits were left unfin- 
ished, it is more likely that they were constructed in the final phase. Furthermore, the 
tree alley seems to be restricted to the eastern quarter of the causeway. In this area, the 
builders used some of the numerous shafts tombs dating from the Middle Kingdom as 
tree pits (see above).1' If Amenhotep II would have been responsible for the entire 
causeway, he might have done it in a way that does not recall time pressure at such a 
high level; certain areas were even left unfinished. However, with some modifica- 
tions, the evidence from the area of the Asasif corresponds to the observations by Lip- 
inska: The building phases of the temple do not correspond to the building phases of 
the causeway. In the case of the causeway, one can conclude that the processional 
approach to the temple of Thutmose III was only partly finished and that the work was 
conducted in sections - most probably in the late years of the king, after year 44. 
Work on the temple itself thus probably started earlier - as proposed by Wiercinska 
(1992), a building before year 30 seems possible. The causeway was the last element 
of the complex to be added116 and the difference in the non-textual marks from temple 
respectively approach corresponds to a long time span within the reign of Thut- 
mose III.
4. Some remarks on character & function of the marks
J. Lipinska argued that the marks documented in the temple of Thutmose III should 
not be called quarry marks, since both sand- and limestone blocks bear the same 
marks."7 The limestone is a local kind of stone; the sandstone was transported from 
further South. Thus, the marks can neither be explained as transport nor as setting 
marks but were rather used in different parts of the building.118 In summation, Lipin- 
ska concluded: “The repetition of the same marks on limestone and sandstone seems 
to indicate that the marking was already done at Deir el-Bahari, after the delivery of 
the stone, but before the employing of it in the stmcture. It is possible, that the differ- 
ent gangs of workmen used their own marks, but the presence of different marks on 
one block contradicts such a supposition. The difference in the signs cannot be logi-
112 Lipiriska (1977: 24). That Amenhotep II erected part of the causeway was already proposed by 
Hayes (1960: 52).
113 See Hayes (1960).
114 This unpublished ostracon was mentioned by Bietak (1972: 17); it remains uncertain whether it is 
identical with oDAI 56, mentioning year 45, recently published by Romer (2008: 619-624).
115 Budka (2006:44-45).
116 See already Hayes (1960: 52).
117 Lipiriska (1977: 25, referring to quarry marks after Haeny 1969: 26-27).
118 Lipiriska (1977: 25).
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cally explained until some new data from other structures clarify the problem.”119 One 
might add to this that the same marks, e.g. mr, nfr and rnp.t nfr, appear also on the 
buildings of Hatshepsut. D. Amold interpreted the marks as stone masons’ marks that 
were applied in Thebes, possibly at a storage area of both lime- and sandstone. Marks 
that are attested within one temple only might refer to specific steps of work within 
the building.120
The material from the Thutmoside causeway documented in the Austrian conces- 
sion adds a little to this discussion. Close parallels from textual sources (ostraca) 
make it reasonable to assume that the marks were indeed identity or property marks. 
They denoted in most cases the estates, towns, teams and officials that contributed to 
the work. The idea proposed by Arnold that the actual process of marking took place 
at a kind of storage area seems likely. Some difficulties in explaining distinctive 
marks and especially ‘semi-hieratic’ notes may account for relating these marks to 
specific parts of the temple (cf. the differently marked rough filling and casing blocks 
of the causeway). Texts on ostraca from Deir el-Bahari frequently refer to “blocks 
destined for” a particular part of the building,121 122e.g.jnr hd n mj and jnr n tms. Differ- 
ent classes of stones could also eventually explain clusters of marks like nfr rnp.t/nfr 
rnp.wt, pr-ri, the epagomenal days and universal marks all over the building like mr, 
pr and nfr.]2~
5. Marks from the Ramesside temple
To complete the picture and to stress that differences between marking systems of the 
18th Dynasty and the 20th Dynasfy are detectable, this paper will close with short ref- 
erences to marks from the Ramesside temple in the Asasif.123 To date, only three, pos- 
sibly five, marks within the large corpus of marks can be related to the construction of 
the Ramesside temple.124 Considering the frequency of textual marks in the temple 
foundation (cf. 5.1), this amount is strikingly small. During the fieldwork in 2007 it 
was confirmed that this is neither accidental nor due to the poor preservation of the 
building, but that this attests to different organisational methods which employed di- 
verse marking systems. First, Ramesses IV chiefly used blocks from older monuments 
for the construction of his temple - a source of building material that differs signifi- 
cantly from the causeway of Thutmose III. Those blocks available for examination 
were not brought directly from quarries to the Asasif but were collected from various 
standing structures in the neighbourhood, primarily from the Ramesseum. Further- 
more, blocks from the Ramesside temple have survived from the lower layers of the
119 Lipinska (1977: 25).
120 Amold( 1980: 118-119).
121 Hayes (1960: 344).
122 This is only a very tentative assessment since in fmished structures the marks in question are not 
exposed to view and we will never know the exact amount of stones that was marked within a 
complete building.
123 Cf. Budka (2008c); Budka (2009).
124 For a complete list of these marks see Budka (2009).
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foundation and the floor level. These bear no marks, although the lateral sides of such 
blocks are precisely the places where masons’ marks would be found.125
The Austrian excavations yielded numerous re-used 18th and 19th Dynasty relief 
blocks,126 and a single one of Ramesses VI came to light.127 Many of the blocks were 
originally used within a building of Hatshepsut; some of these were remodelled after 
her death by Thutmose III, as it is well attested at various sites throughout the coun- 
try.128 Because of the relief program and the amount of blocks, it was obviously an 
independent structure, but its identification is still open for discussion. The most 
likely candidate for the original context of these blocks is the House of Millions of 
Years Hrj-ih.t of Hatshepsut, which was almost certainly situated between the Rames- 
side temple in the Asasif and the terrace temple Hnk.t-rnh of Thutmose III just north- 
west of the Ramesseum.129 The blocks were rebuilt in a subsidiary structure within the 
Ramesseum during the 19th Dynasty before finally being transported to their present 
find spot, the eastern part of the Asasif. In some cases the name of the god Jmn was 
chiselled out on inscribed blocks, thus implying an original 18th Dynasty date and 
destruction of the relief during the Amama period - and restoration during the Rames- 
side period.130
Only one hieroglyphic mark similar to those from the Thutmoside causeway can 
be attributed to the 20th Dynasty (^, Steinreg. 631131). The other marks are mainly 
single characters with script-like appearance (e.g. Steinreg. 461 and Steinreg. 664 
representing linear hieroglyphic and hieratic signs respectively). If these actually 
served the same purpose as the team marks mentioned above, then their character and 
form contradict F. Amold’s directive conceming team marks that these are in general: 
“signs [...] which the illiterate workmen could easily memorize and use to mark their
125 Cf. blocks from Amama, Pendlebury (1951: 93, fig. 17: masons’ marks on the foundation plaster at 
the entrance of the Hut-Aton) and Roeder (1969: 6-8, pl. 219) as well as from the Eje/Haremhab 
temple in Westem Thebes (personal observation, April 2007).
126 Because the temple foundations were mainly built with re-used blocks, Keller (1994: 149) pro- 
posed that the location of the building project was partly based on practical reasons since “posi- 
tioning his own mortuary temple at the northem end of the necropolis facilitated access to the stone 
available at several already-existing constructions of different types.” In my opinion this might at 
best have been a secondary consideration. Rather, the choice of the king was primarily focused on 
the vicinity to Deir el-Bahari, the causeways and the buildings of Hatshepsut, see in more detail 
Budka (2008c).
127 Bietak & Haslauer (1978: 28) and Ullmann (2002: 526). For the large amounts of blocks (more 
than 700 pieces) that were unearthed earlier by the Metropolitan Museum of Art mission cf. Budka 
(2006: 47-48).
128 The name of Hatshepsut was in most cases altered to that of Thutmose II; cf. Ullmann (2002: 26- 
36 and 53).
129 For the location and the scarce remains of this building see el-Ayun Barakat (1981). For another 
block which was found in the Asasif and probably belongs to tfj-ih.t see Ullmann (2002: 53-59).
130 This is so in the case of the recently discovered re-used blocks from the Ramesseum as well, see 
especially Leblanc (1997: pl. 12) and the single one from the Asasif mentioned by Ullmann (2002: 
53). All together, the material from the Ramesseum is very similar to the blocks from the Austrian 
excavations, thus implying the same original context, most likely the Hrj-ih.t which was in use un- 
til the Post-Amama period, cf. Ullmann (2002: 59).
131 Budka (2009: fig. 2).
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stones.”1'2 However, the findings in the Asasif might reflect a more general develop- 
ment conceming non-textual marking systems during the New Kingdom: Haring has 
pointed out that there is the tendency for marks (funny-signs) to become more script- 
like, more closely related to hieratic, especially in Ramesside time (see Haring in this 
volume).
5.1 Hieratic bench-marks from the Ramesside temple
Bench-mark 7
During the Austrian excavations, about 20 hieratic graffiti (dubbed by Kitchen as 
‘bench-marks’132 33) were found written on the ta/7-stone of the foundations. These in- 
scriptions provide some information on the process and organisation of work on the 
royal monument (fig. 15). They are control notes checking the output of the construc- 
tion work as well as guiding data for measurements, particularly for levelling 
heights.134 The notes give not only an idea about the process of work, the different 
phases of construction and their dating, but they also tell us who was responsible for 
the work: Usermaatre- 
nakht, the son of the 
well-known high-priest 
Ramessesnakht (fig. 15, 
middle).135 Bench-mark 3 
gives the name of an- 
other official (Ptah- 
mose), but his responsi- 
bilities and funcion at the 
building site are unknown 
(fig. 15, bottom).
All five epagomenal 
days are mentioned with- 
in the bench-marks. Since 
these days are usually 
attested as work-free 
time, one might wonder 
in the first place if these 
notes were written on the 
foundation bed during a 
break of the working 
process, marking the 
achievements to that 
point. However, the spe- 
cific texts of the bench- 
marks and their relations
Bench-mark 8
•'ji/hjfy
Bench-mark 3
Fig: 15: Exarnples for bench-marks from the Ramesside temple in
the Asasif (courtesy Austrian Archaeological Institute Cairo).
132 Amold, F. (1990: 14). For comments on literacy and the use offlrnny signs see also Fronczak & 
Rzepka (in this volume); for analphabets and stone masons’ marks see Bachmann (in this volume).
133 Kitchen (1983: 49).
134 See in more detail Budka (2009).
135 Cf. Budka (2008c); Budka (2009).
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to each other make it clear that work proceeded during these days, and so these graf- 
fiti are further evidence for a policy of excessive work under Ramesses IV. But, as 
was mentioned above, epagomenal dates are currently found in foundations of the 
temple of Hatshepsut as well.136 Together with the well documented rnp.t nfr these 
labels might be in some way connected with foundations of royal buildings - another 
explanation would be that work at building sites proceeded during epagomenal days 
already during the 18th Dynasty.
6. Discussion
Although the analysis of the marks from the Austrian concession is far from complete, 
the following remarks can be made on the subject “textual in relation to non-textual 
marks”:
- Ostraca provide important background information for non-textual marks from the 
causeway of Thutmose III. Both, textual and non-textual sources originate from 
the construction phase and refer to identities and properties. The textual marks on 
the blocks comprise mostly names and dates and provide therefore additional in- 
formation to the non-textual marks.137 138
- Marks from the Ramesside temple appear as textual marks on bed rock and give 
evidence for specific steps of work during the construction. Non-textual marks on 
worked stones are more or less missing because these blocks are mostly dressed 
and re-used blocks from other monuments. The few marks that were found are not 
abstract or invented signs but essentially “script-like” ones.
- The attested textual and non-textual marking systems indicate different organisa- 
tion pattems for the work on the Thutmoside respectively the Ramesside building. 
The changes affected non-textual marks only - textual marks are in both cases 
comparable and mainly include names and dates.
- Non-textual marking systems as indication for dating and building phases:13x The 
marks from the Thutmoside causeway provide important evidence for the tempo- 
ral dimension of its construction and underline that the working process was con- 
ducted in sections. Different parts of the building were done separately, most 
likely by different groups (thus different marks), who worked simultaneous as 
well as step by step. Like the causeway of Mentuhotep, this causeway was built in 
a number of distinct segments in several main building phases.139 Additional com- 
parison between the material from the Asasif (Ramesside temple and causeway)
136 Information courtesy by D. Wieczorek, see his work cited in note 31.
137 Cf. the contribution by Depauw (in this volume) for a similar situation in Late Period quarries.
138 Cf. the contributions by Bachmann (Hellenistic marks) and Fuchs (Medieval masons’ marks) in 
this volume.
139 For more exact divisions, the part from the Austrian concession is as yet not comprehensive. In 
order to establish a complete picture, it would be necessary to analyze not only the marks from the 
Austrian concession, but from the former American concession further to the east as well. The dia- 
ries, notebooks and drawings by Winlock are currently kept at the Metropolitan Museum of Art, 
New York - they might give information on ostraca, team marks and building graffiti and will be 
consulted in the future. The study of the material from the German excavations at the Asasif (cf. 
Romer 2008) will add to our knowledge as well.
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and the temples of Thutmose III & Hatshepsut at Deir el-Bahari has the potential 
to provide further insights into the building processes during the New Kingdom in 
Thebes.
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